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Preface 
Immanuel Kant’s the Critique of Pure Reason
1
 is likely one of the most important 
works of philosophy written in modern times; yet, it is also one of the most difficult 
to comprehend. Firstly, Kant is notorious for writing in an inaccessible manner. A 
fact further complicated by the relatively quick fashion in which the Critique was 
written. Secondly, the Critique poses questions so novel and groundbreaking, that 
Kant out of necessity had to invent unprecedented technical terms with which to 
discuss them (Scruton, 16). Even the parts of Kant’s terminology which bear a 
semblance with pre-established terms cannot be presumed to be equivalent to 
these (e.g., matter, form, etc.).  
While it has certainly been one of our main goals in this project to present Kant’s 
transcendental idealism in a digestible manner, we acknowledge that some difficu-
lties must still subsist. Accordingly, we strongly recommend the reader to use one of 
the glossaries available for free on the internet in an effort to combat these 
deficiencies. In particular, the glossary written by Douglas Burnham
2
 is excellent, as 
it contains the definitions which most closely resemble our own. See the sub-section 
“Miscellaneous” in the appendix for a link. Furthermore, we have also created a 
word list ourselves, which notes where the different key terms are defined for the 
first time in our report. However, Kant’s philosophy is of a character which means 
that the best tools for a reader is time and repeated readings. 
 
                                              
1
 The Critique of Pure Reason will at times be abbreviated to the “CPR”. It should concurrently be 
established that when we refer simply to “the Critique”, we solely mean the CPR and not Kant’s 
second or third critiques. 
2
 Burnham is a published Kant scholar, see reference list. 
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Finally, it is important that we detail both the translation and the citation style at 
use in this project. While the citation style is fundamentally the Chicago Citation 
Style, we will for the Critique follow the standard of academic writing on Kant, and 
refer not to the page numbering of our used English translation, but rather that of 
the standard German edition. As most translations of the Critique conveniently list 
the German page numbering in the margin, this ensures the validity of the reference 
across the alternative translations despite differences in wording and setup. As for 
the particulars of the page numbering, the Critique went through two editions (1781 
and 1787) with significant alterations in the latter. These editions are called ‘A’ and 
‘B’. So, page numbers are indicated by a combination of A or B, and a number. Re-
sultantly, B1 refers to the 1
st
 page of the 2
nd
 edition, while A20 refers to the 20
th
 
page of the 1
st
 edition. As for the translation, it was translated and edited by Paul 
Guyer and Allen W. Wood and is from the Cambridge Edition of the Works of 
Immanuel Kant.  
Enjoy your reading. 
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1. Introduction 
As Immanuel Kant notes in the introduction to the Critique of Pure Reason, it is a 
natural predisposition of the human subject to ask metaphysical questions (B21-22). 
We are unstoppable in our quest for answers to questions such as “does God 
exist?”, and are continually seeking to ascertain knowledge that transcends the 
bounds of experience and belong to the domain of pure reason. Yet, we seem 
unable to avoid contradictions or leaps of faith in this search for metaphysical know-
ledge: Far too often, human reason must see its metaphysical edifice crumble befo-
re its completion (B9). Kant deemed that all previously attempted metaphysical sys-
tems had failed, or at best were reduced to dogmas, and sat out to answer whether 
or not we have the capability to make sound metaphysical judgments at all (B22).  
To reach this answer, Kant initiated a new type of philosophy called ‘transcendental
3
 
philosophy’, occupied not so much with objects but rather with our fundamental 
mode of cognition, i.e., the very framework that our thoughts and sensations must 
adhere to. The result, as presented in the Critique of Pure Reason, is not only an 
exposition of the particulars of human cognition, but also a doctrine of 
transcendental idealism. It radically reshaped metaphysics as it had been known and 
also had significant epistemological consequences extending back into the realm of 
the physical. Kant himself confidently posited that transcendental idealism signaled 
a Copernican revolution in philosophy; presenting a paradigm shift of a magnitude 
equal to Copernicus’ thesis proving that the sun does not evolve around the Earth, 
but vice-versa instead. 
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 Transcendent and transcendental are two separate notions: The transcendent is what lies be-
yond the bounds of experience, while the transcendental is concerned with what lies before it. 
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The radical change contained in transcendental idealism, is that it states that we can 
only ascertain knowledge of appearances, and never things as they are in 
themselves. Transcendental idealism can be seen to bridge the gap between the 
positions of idealism and realism in philosophy, by holding that we cannot know the 
world as is apart from our subjective conditions of knowledge (Altman, 214-215).  
Thus it is both distinguishable from dogmatic idealism, which simplified states that 
the world is nothing but ideas in the mind, and realism which holds that physical 
objects continue to exist when not perceived (i.e. an external world exists, which 
Kant also holds), and that we can perceive things as things-in-themselves. It is our 
interest in this project to account for how Kant arrives at this unprecedented 
doctrine. In particular, we focus on the view of space and time intrinsic to 
transcendental idealism, which holds that they are the modes of apprehension 
determining how humans receive sensory data. As such, space and time are not 
absolutely real, but the forms projected by the human subject onto objects to make 
them conform to our cognitive powers. 
The relevance of this project in relation to the semester theme of Time, Space and 
Identity is quite clear. Not only is a discussion of space and time quintessential to 
the topic at hand, but the notions of space and time developed by Kant also pertain 
directly to the question of what knowledge we can and cannot ascertain. This 
question – if not immediately connectable to the individual’s identity – undeniably 
demarcates the very framework within which we can develop these identities.  
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1.1. Problem Definition 
The view of space and time as pure a priori intuitions, i.e., the forms of sensible 
intuition, is central to transcendental idealism. It is our aim with this project to 
account for Kant’s argumentation in favor of this unprecedented view of space and 
time. We will furthermore expound the epistemological consequences of Kant’s doc-
trine of transcendental idealism, the soundness of which is intrinsically tied to the 
success of the argumentation in favor of space and time as pure a priori intuitions. 
1.1.1. Cardinal Question 
• How does Immanuel Kant seek to establish his philosophical view of space and 
time as pure a priori intuitions within the context of transcendental idealism? 
1.1.2. Sub-Questions 
• How does transcendental idealism represent a Copernican turn in philosophy? 
• What are the overall epistemological consequences of transcendental idealism? 
1.2. Delimitation 
To write the delimitation for a project of this character is a peculiar task. As our 
project is fully theoretical in nature, several of the requirements listed in the RUC 
University study guide4 become moot. First of all, the requirement for an account of 
the theoretical basis of the project is problematized, as a theoretical account is the 
very aim of the project. Secondly, an account of our methodology is impossible as 
there is no empirical component to our project. Finally, the requirement of a critical 
discussion of the material used (primary source), is already entailed in the project. 
All of the above, however, naturally does not mean that the problem field of our 
                                              
4
 Roskilde University 2008: “Study Guidelines: The Basic Studies in the Humanities” 
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project is not delimited, yet it does ensue from it that it is difficult to discuss parts of 
this delimitation in prequel to the actual report itself, but more on that in the final 
paragraph of this sub-chapter. 
To begin the actual delimitation, it must be made clear that the project is focused 
solely on Kant’s transcendental idealism as presented in his Critique of Pure Reason. 
At select points we will attempt to succinctly contrast Kant’s transcendental idealism 
with the prevalent philosophical positions of his time
5
 to highlight how he diverges 
from the contemporary philosophical norm – but this will be the full extent of our 
discussion of the philosophers preceding or coinciding with Kant. As for subsequent 
philosophical commentators of Kant, we will discuss the critique which the CPR has 
been exposed to, in the instances where it has been proven to either help clarify or 
validly question Kant’s position.  
Yet, we will make no attempt to sketch out fully-fledged opposed interpretations of 
transcendental idealism, nor attempt to pick a side in these disputes. As a 
consequence thereof, this project should be seen as an attempt to provide a level, 
but by no means exhaustive, account of transcendental idealism as per Kant. 
However, as Kant skirts relatively quickly over some of the topics central to this 
project, we have at times been forced to seek substantial help from a few select 
secondary sources seeking to elucidate – and not radically challenge – the work of 
Kant (cf. Reference List).  An example of this is the discussion of ‘matter’ and ‘form.’ 
Our account of transcendental idealism is delimited further in that we have focused 
our attention on one of the two stems of human cognition identified by Kant, the 
‘sensibility’, wherein space and time as pure a priori intuitions are to be located.  
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 We will discuss archetypical versions of realism, idealism, empiricism and rationalism. 
9 
 
In extension of this, it is important to note that although Kant’s arrival at the posi-
tion of transcendental idealism is enveloped in a discussion of metaphysics, Kant’s 
exposition of metaphysics itself will only be discussed briefly in relation to trans-
cendental idealism’s epistemological consequences. This is a logical consequence of 
the fact that an in-depth discussion of metaphysics would require a full preliminary 
discussion of the second stem of cognition, the ‘understanding.’ It is in the under-
standing that the a priori concepts – the categories – necessary for most imaginable 
metaphysical judgments are located. Other similar limitations will occur throughout 
the project – e.g., our emphasis on space over time. 
The overall reasons, why our selected focus is both permissible and efficacious, are 
complex and will be uncovered throughout the project (cf. in particular the sub-
chapter Transcendental Aesthetic). Admittedly, this may seem like an approach that 
is hostile towards the reader, but the issue is that to detail all of these deliberations 
now would not only be pleonastic, but also hard to follow for the reader given the 
lack of proper context. Consequently, we will wait until this context has been 
introduced and therefore first detail these limitations when they come into play. 
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2. Preliminary Philosophical Background 
Before we can move on to the more substantial parts of Kant’s philosophy, it is 
beneficial to describe the preceding philosophical schools, which his transcendental 
idealism both elaborates and opposes. We will do so by first detailing what would 
later come to be known as Kant’s Copernican turn. 
2.1. The Copernican turn 
The 16
th
 century astronomer Copernicus was the first to discover that the Sun does 
not evolve around a motionless Earth, but rather the opposite. As such, the 
accepted worldview should not be geocentric as it had formerly been, but 
heliocentric. In a symbolic sense, this was what Kant did as well within philosophy. 
Kant made his initial moves towards his ‘discovery’ in his dissertation
6
. As he later 
described in a letter dated 21
st
 February 1773 to Marcus Herz
7
, Kant identified what 
has henceforth been known as ‘the Critical problem’: It is not immediately 
intelligible how intellectual representations
8
 can relate to objects, for they are not 
produced by us being impinged by objects, nor do they produce the objects 
themselves (Gardner, 30). Hence Kant formulates the problem: 
I had said: The sensuous representations present things as they appear, the intellectual 
representations present them as they are. But by what means are these things given to us, 
if not by the way in which they affect us? And if such intellectual representations depend 
on our inner activity, whence comes the agreement they are supposed to have with 
objects [...]? (Gardner, 29) 
                                              
6
 Immanuel Kant Inaugural Dissertation 1770 
7
 The following quote is from this letter, as translated by Gardner. 
8
  The ‘pure concepts of the understanding’ (cf. Sensibility and Understanding). 
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Troubled by the Critical problem and unable to explain the intellectual repre-
sentations and thus expand on his position as per the Inaugural Dissertation, he had 
to take a step back from the then traditional approach to philosophy: 
[...] just like the first thoughts of Copernicus, who, when he did not make good progress in 
the explanation of the celestial motions if he assumed that the entire celestial host 
revolves around the observer, tried to see if he might not have greater success if he made 
the observer revolve and left the stars at rest. (BXVI)
9
 
What Kant is saying, is that if we see Earth as the individual and the sun as reality, it 
must be rejected that the individual ‘Earth’ is motionless (in a symbolic sense) – 
because our minds must determine the nature of our experiences. Here, Kant draws 
a parallel between himself and Copernicus. Copernicus’ work was hamstrung by 
what was held to be ‘common knowledge’ among astronomers, namely 
geocentrism, the belief that the Earth is in the centre of the universe. He was unable 
to adequately synthesize this belief with the movement of several astronomical 
bodies, thus he took a ‘step back’ from geocentrism and tried having the Earth 
revolve around the sun instead. The consequences were many; this ‘discovery’ of 
heliocentrism led to what one might call a landslide of scientific astronomic 
discoveries, one of these being a plausible explanation of the movement of the 
heavenly bodies. 
In a way, Kant sees his job as somewhat similar to that of Copernicus; Kant also 
stumbled upon a problem which he was unable to adequately synthesize with the 
governing theories of his time. To be more specific, the governing ideas of his time 
were primarily based on that cognitions are conformed to objects.  
                                              
9
 Page 16 of the preface to the 2
nd
 edition. 
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However, this was an inadequate foundation for Kant to build his theories upon; it 
did not justify a priori knowledge of objects. Thus Kant, like Copernicus, was driven 
to reformulate the paradigm his science relied upon, by positing that objects (or 
more specifically, the sensuous experience of objects, as we can never know the 
object as it is) conform to cognition. This experiment, which has become known as 
the Copernican turn, proved to be a success and Kant spent the following time 
further developing this notion which in time became enveloped in the CPR (cf. 
Chapter 4). However, before we move on to the CPR itself, a more detailed historical 
overview is warranted. It is only fair that we, prior to describing where Kant is going, 
provide information on who was before him. Thus we hope to give the reader an 
idea of the foundation which Kant struggled to tear down and rebuild. 
2.1.1. Idealism vs. Realism 
The conflict between the idealists and realists go back to the inception of philosophy 
as a discipline. At first glance, the struggle has the nature of the ‘chicken or egg’-
discussion, but taking a closer look reveals its importance and dismantles any belief 
that it is binary. Idealism is in a common philosophical sense is the art of describing 
‘thought’ as something of such great importance that it transcends the material. 
Everything material can be reduced to thought or ‘being’. The matter that is 
cognized is a product of the human consciousness. Thus reality is dependent of our 
cognition. In contrast, realism posits that the consciousness acknowledges reality 
and not the thought between those. You can portray the two ‘-isms’ by following 
graphical equations: 
Realism: Reality      conscious/acknowledge 
Idealism: Reality   thoughts    conscious/acknowledge 
13 
 
2.1.1.1. Subspecies 
Those who were neither realists nor idealists created subspecies, trying to find a 
more nuanced outlook. Plato was one of those and he manufactured the famous 
‘Allegory of the Cave’ that provided a new outlook, different from idealism and 
realism. Plato combined the ontological and epistemological approaches to idealism 
and realism: The platonic ideas or the ‘world of ideas’ make up the actual reality, 
while the material world or the world of sensation is just a reflection of the world of 
ideas. The ontological status of Plato’s ‘idea world’ can probably best be conceived 
as ‘realism as idealism’:  
Plato: Reality    (world of) thoughts 
In the 16
th
 century, Leibniz asserted that the material world is built of spiritual units 
(monads) and that the material world in time and space only is an apparent form 
based upon something timeless and spaceless. There is no interaction between 
those units and the interaction of the physical units and ‘mental’ units. God has 
already determined the limit of the units and how they are perceived; this 
perception is timeless and spaceless. But Kant disagrees with both Plato and 
Leibniz’s ‘phenomenology of reality’. 
2.1.1.2. Critical/Transcendental idealism 
All these theories formed the basis for Kant’s theory, but none of them where quite 
like his. Kant thought of human reality as a conscionable construction, but on the 
other hand – he also thought that things exist in themselves, deprived of acknow-
ledgement – different from Plato’s ‘realism as idealism’ that described the only truly 
existing world to be the world of thoughts. Kant therefore formulated what he 
refers to as ‘transcendental idealism’. As he describes in the letter to Herz, his 
doctrine revolves around our inner activity. As he explains himself in the CPR: 
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I understand by the transcendental idealism of all appearances the doctrine that they are 
all together to be regarded as mere representations and not as things in themselves, and 
accordingly that time and space are only sensible forms of our intuition, but not deter-
minations given from themselves or conditions of objects as things in themselves. (A369) 
This statement does not only manifest that Kant sees our perception as subject-
based. This interaction between subject and reality is dependent on our modes of 
apprehension. In order to clarify this, he criticizes the former doctrines of 
metaphysics – by creating a new ontological category; synthetic a priori.  
2.2. The Analytic/Synthetic Distinction 
In his critique of the fallacious constructions of metaphysics, because of the fact that 
human reason in speculation always will finish its edifice before its foundation has 
been solidified, Kant makes the following distinctions between different types of 
cognitions. As such, theorists up until the CPR have based their work on the 
incorrect thoughts of preceding philosophers (B9). By adding the distinction 
between analytic/synthetic and the possibility of synthetic a priori cognition, Kant 
fills in the gap between empiricism and rationalism.  
Types of Cognition A Priori A Posteriori 
Synthetic Kant Kant 
Analytic Kant None 
 
2.2.1. A priori and a posteriori 
As mentioned above, synthetic a priori cognitions are of great importance for Kant’s 
project. That certain cognition is a priori means that it comes before experience, 
making it untouched by the subjective, deceitful hand of human senses. So the a 
priori cognitions can be said to tell us something about the world as it is. 
15 
 
Here it is important to notice that Kant finds that all cognition begins with expe-
rience, not meaning that it all comes from experience. In opposition to a priori, Kant 
puts the cognitions that have their source a posteriori, i.e., in experience (B2). So, a 
posteriori cognitions are man-made and are therefore contingent. They are not 
capable of telling us of how the world truly is, only how we perceive it to be.  
The following example shows how Kant distinguishes between pure a priori and 
‘unpure’ a priori cognitions, the latter having had something a posteriori intermixed: 
You could say that a person who has undermined the foundation of his house 
already a priori could have known that it would collapse; he did not have to wait for 
the experience of it actually collapsing. Still he could not have known this entirely a 
priori. Because that all bodies are heavy, and therefore will fall if their support is 
taken away, must first have become known to him through experience (B2). 
2.2.2. Analytic and synthetic judgments 
[...] since through the predicate the former do not add anything to the concept of the 
subject, but only break it up by means of analysis into its components concepts, which 
were already thought in it (though confusedly); while the latter, on the contrary, add to 
the concept of the subject a predicate that was not thought in it at all, and could not have 
been extracted from it through any analysis. (B11) 
As Kant writes in the above quote, the analytic judgments can only be a priori. So, an 
analytic a priori judgment would have the predicate in the concept of the subject. 
Kant's example, "All bodies are extended" (B11), is analytic because to get an 
understanding of the terms, we only need to analyse the meaning of the terms 
themselves. It is a priori because we know it to be true without a need for further 
investigation. Kant calls these analytic judgments ‘judgements of clarification’, 
whereas ‘judgments of amplification’ is a term he uses for the synthetic judgements. 
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All judgments originating in experience are synthetic. For example, the judgment “all 
people are mean” is synthetic. In the concept of the subject, in this example 
“people”, you cannot find the predicate “mean” by analysing the meaning of the 
subject. This is excluding the possibility of this judgment being analytic. Since the 
meaning of the word “mean” is given to us through experience, this judgment can-
not be pure synthetic - making it a synthetic a priori proposition. Pure synthetic a 
priori cognitions are those with which nothing empirical is intermixed (B3). This ma-
kes them important for Kant’s transcendental philosophy - for the synthetic a priori 
cognitions are the foundations of his philosophy. We will now demonstrate the 
different types of cognitions in a modern context. 
2.2.2.1. Analytic a priori 
Moviemaker Woody Allen once said: “I don't want to achieve immortality through 
my work – I want to achieve it through not dying” (Hendricks, 6). Immortality is the 
subject. ‘Not dying’ is the predicate. Since to be immortal means to live forever and 
to be able to live forever means you cannot die, the concept of the predicate is 
found in the subject. So just by analysing the meaning of the words you can get the 
full understanding of the statement. This makes the argument analytic since it does 
not add anything to our understanding of the world. The fact that we do not need to 
consult our experience to check for the validity of the statement makes it a priori. 
2.2.2.2. Synthetic a posteriori 
When addressing the UN Security Council, former US Secretary of State, Colin Powell 
once said: “With this track record, Iraqi denials of supporting terrorism take the 
place alongside the other Iraqi denials of weapons of mass destruction. It is all a web 
of lies.” (Hendricks, 7). ‘Iraqi denials’ is the subject. ‘Weapons of mass destruction’ 
and ‘terrorism’ are the predicates.  
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In this case, the concept of the predicate is not found in the subject by analysis of 
the meaning of the words. ‘Terrorism’ and ‘weapons of mass destruction’ are not 
deducible from ‘Iraq’. So this statement is synthetic. It has the ability to tell us 
something about the world which we could not know in advance. Whether this 
statement is true is not given as it is based in experience.  
2.2.2.3. Synthetic a priori 
Mathematics and geometry are both used as proof by Kant when trying to establish 
the possibility of synthetic a priori propositions. That a proposition is synthetic 
means that it tells us more about the predicate than what an analysis of the 
meaning of the words can tell us. It tells us things we did not know about the world. 
So a synthetic a priori judgment tells us something we did not already know, and 
which we could not have learned from experience.  
But how can we acquire knowledge of the world without deriving it from our exper-
ience? If we take a look at mathematics, Kant uses this calculation to show mathe-
matics’ synthetic a priority; 7 + 5 = 12 (B15-16). Here some would suppose that the 
validity of the calculation is equal to that of the geometrical statement: “a triangle 
has three sides”. Thus, one is able to solve this calculation by the use of pure logical 
principles (it is analytic). Similarly, some tried to get an understanding of the world 
by moving from definitions of God or of substance, to what exists (Allison, 47). How-
ever, Kant points out that the concept of the “the sum of 7 and 5” does not contain 
the concept of “12”. He argues that for our cognition to find out which number the 
sum of 7 and 5 ads up to we use “intuition”. There is the concept of a number which 
is the sum of 7 and 5 but it is not accessible without the synthesis done through 
intuition, connecting the subject; “sum of 7 and 5”, and the predicate, “12” 
(Gardner, 56-67).  If the above unconvincing, then try to consider larger numbers. 
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If we now then take a look at geometry, in Kant’s view, the same rules of cognition 
apply. The geometrical judgment “a straight line is the shortest distance between 
two points” is also found to be a synthetic a priori judgment. The concept of 
straightness does not contain information regarding the relative lengths of different 
lines joining two points, making it synthetic. Yet again, the subject tells us something 
about the predicate that we did not already know, expanding our knowledge of the 
world. Through synthesis we bridge the gap between “straight line” and “shortest 
distance between two points” (Gardner, 57). Later we will look at some problems 
concerning geometrical judgments as synthetic a priori (cf. Chapter 3).  
2.3. Transcendental Philosophy  
Kant’ interest lies in a priori cognitions and, in particular, their foundation. From a 
perspective of time, the origin of cognitions is simple; due to the nature of man, 
objects can only be given to us through sensibility – the result of an object being 
impinged on the senses (see Chapter 3.). Thus, all cognition must begin with 
experience (B1). Having said that, Kant, as earlier mentioned, states: “although all 
our cognition commences with experience, yet it does not on that account all arise 
from experience” (B1). This distinction is tricky; due to our cognitive faculty, it is pos-
sible to give examples of cognitions which go beyond the realm of experience, and 
are nevertheless thought of with necessity. As used above, mathematics, viewed as 
a branch of experiential thinking is a great example; within this field, several asser-
tions are provable, even necessary, yet far beyond what the senses can perceive. 
Consenting to the statement that all cognitions begin with experience (B1) means 
that the a priori cognitions cannot be an exception – they, too, begin with 
experience. However, experience is limited in terms of what it can tell us about a 
given state of affairs; it tells us how things are, but it does not exclude the possibility 
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of things being otherwise. Imagine observing a bird in the sky; while this experience 
provides evidence that birds do fly, it does not dictate that it has to be so in every 
case – one might very well imagine a situation or a possible world in which birds do 
not fly. Thus, due to its empirical nature, experience is limited in its capability to 
only give its judgments assumed and comparative universality (B3). 
On the other hand, one might imagine a judgment which is thought to be necessary, 
a judgment which tells us that “this state of affairs is such and so – there can be no 
possible exception”. This kind of judgment has strict universality and must arise 
from something else than experience, thus it must be pure a priori. It is possible to 
infer, as does Kant (B5-B6), that such principles do exist and have to serve as a 
foundation for the possibility of experience. If they did not, the foundation of 
experience would be experience itself, thus empirical, thus contingent and not ideal 
for a foundation of experience. In other words, unless there is something that is 
pure a priori, there can be no solid basis for empirical intuition. In order to exemplify 
the necessity of pure a priori, Kant asks; “[…] where would experience itself get its 
certainty if all rules in accordance with which it proceeds were themselves in turn 
always empirical, thus contingent?” 
Kant has another way to show how a trace of a priori knowledge can be extracted 
from a concept; if one strips away everything experience tells us about an object, 
something is still left, namely the space in which the object was placed (B5). 
Attempting to mentally strip away this piece of space is impossible, for what is there 
if not space? Thus, the concept of space must be pure a priori, and even more; every 
cognition regarding an object must be based on the concept of space, hence Kant 
can say that: “We are in possession of certain a priori cognitions, and even the 
commonest understanding is never without them.“ (B3). 
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It now becomes interesting to look at the a priori cognitions on which our under-
standing depends; “philosophy needs a science that determines the possibility, the 
principles and the domain of all cognitions a priori” (B6). In other words, philosophy 
needs a science which deals with the a priori cognitions on which other cognitions 
base themselves – a critique of pure reason. In order to do so, one needs to aban-
don the field of experience and look somewhere else, but where does one look for 
knowledge that transcends experience? Kant comes up with the term ‘tran-
scendental philosophy’, but before venturing into an explanation of this concept, a 
distinction of transcendental and transcendent is needed, as it is helpful when 
explaining transcendental philosophy. 
The ‘transcendent’ is concerned with what lies beyond the bounds of experience. 
Thus one might view ‘transcendent’ in the traditional light, as in ‘transcending’ the 
bounds of experience. Accordingly, one might say that metaphysics is a branch of 
philosophy that deals with the transcendent, and that all cognitions a priori are 
transcendent. The ‘transcendental’, on the other hand, is not what lies beyond the 
bounds of experience, but instead “concerning that which forms the a priori condi-
tions of the possibility of something” (Burnham, 193). In other words, the transcend-
ental is concerned with how we can know objects before we encounter them in 
experience. Kant’s own definition of transcendental is the following; “I call all cogni-
tion transcendental that is occupied not so much with objects but rather with our 
mode of cognition of objects insofar as this is to be possible a priori.” (B25). This 
distinction is paramount for understanding the goals of transcendental philosophy; 
objects as objects are not interesting. What is interesting about them is how they 
lend themselves to cognition for us and how we, if possible, cognize part of this a 
priori. This subject-based analysis of reality is the poignancy of transcendental philo-
sophy. This paints a picture of how Kant believes we experience time and space.
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3. Space & Time 
In this chapter, we will account for Kant’s arguments for space and time as pure a 
priori intuitions. Yet, to avoid a discussion of terms the foundation of which has not 
yet been firmly established, and to clarify their significance, we will begin by detail-
ing Kant’s claim that human cognition has two irreducible yet codependent stems: 
‘sensibility’ and ‘understanding.’ Kant states that it is through the ‘sensibility’ that 
objects are given to us, while they are thought through the ‘understanding’ (B29). 
3.1. Sensibility and Understanding 
In a first of many examples, Kant thusly harmonizes the differences between two 
prevalent opposed positions. In this instance, rationalism gives primacy to intel-
lectual representations
10
 by reducing sensory representations to be derivable of 
mere confused ideas. While in contrast, empiricism gives primacy to the sensory 
representations by attempting to derive the content of thought from sensory data 
(Gardner, 68). Kant disputes these attempted reductions of the source of cognitions 
into either respectively sensibility or understanding. To illustrate this, consider a 
spreadsheet of completely unsorted data. This data, akin to sensory data, requires 
processing, ordering and contextualization by the individual before it becomes 
intelligible and meaningful. Likewise, the very presence of data is presupposed 
before meaning can be applied. According to Kant, human perception of objects is 
thus dependent on both the passive receptivity that is the faculty ‘sensibility’ 
(wherein the individual is affected) and the active application of meaning to the ob-
ject that is the faculty ‘understanding.’ As Kant states, only through a unification of 
these do cognitions arise (B76): 
                                              
10
 With ‘representation’ is meant the manner in which the mind apprehends something. 
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Neither of these properties is to be preferred to the other. Without sensibility no object 
would be given to use, and without understanding none would be thought. Thoughts 
without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind. (A51/B75) 
Vital to this unification are two new terms encountered above, ‘intuitions’ and ‘con-
cepts’. They are the fundamental ‘units’ of sensibility and understanding res-
pectively: “Intuitions are those representations by means of which objects are given 
to us, and concepts those by means of which we think about objects.” (Gardner, 66). 
While there are distinct types of intuitions, all relate directly and unmediated to the 
particular object (A19/B33), whereas concepts do so mediated and indirectly. The 
mediation occurs as the subject assimilates the intuited object under the heading of 
a concept (inherently general), due to a perceived conjunction between the object 
and the common qualities ascribed to the concept. e.g., we instantaneously go from 
experiencing a singular doglike intuition to the representation of a dog, in the 
process excluding alternatives such as cat (Gardner, 66-67).  
As it is the inexorable usage of concepts – which contextualize and inscribe meaning 
to the object – that makes the world intelligible, human understanding is according 
to Kant discursive (A230). In correlation with modern discourse theories: Humans 
can only grasp objects when these are subjugated to concepts, and only know things 
by thinking of what they are like (Gardner, 69). Understood in its extreme, this 
seems to contradict Kant’s bifurcation of cognition into two faculties and their 
equality in favor of a kind of rationalism. Yet, this is not the case: The understanding 
supplies meaning, not the object’s existence. Our thoughts do not exclusively 
constitute ‘reality’, as human subjects have to be impinged upon for objects to be gi-
ven. However, to clarify why this is not ‘begging the question’; we need to consider 
Kant’s notion of ‘intellectual intuition’. 
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In a move that illustrates the CPR’s inaccessibility, Kant never explicitly uses ‘intel-
lectual intuition’ to support his unprecedented analysis of cognition, occupied as he 
is with bigger goals. Whereas humans have a form of sensible intuition
11
, ‘sensible’ 
because it is not the ‘creator’ of the object (human knowledge assume judgmental 
form), intellectual intuition is the hypothesized collapse of sensibility and under-
standing into one. Here the same faculty that intuits objects also thinks them; to 
think of an object is to have it appear in its complete individuality. As such, the dis-
tinctions between knowing and creating an object would cease (Gardner, 69). It is 
now evident that human cognition is not the result of a unified faculty, but two 
heterogeneous ones; Kant claims the only possible subject, which intellectual 
intuition can be ascribed to, is God (B71). 
3.2. The Transcendental Aesthetic 
One of the primary goals of the CPR is to investigate whether the human subject 
contains transcendental conditions of cognition in general (Burnham, 36). This is the 
task at hand in the section of the CPR named the “Transcendental Doctrine of 
Elements”, which is further divided into two parts, respectively elucidating sensibili-
ty and understanding from the perspective of transcendental philosophy. As 
detailed in the delimitation, the focus in this project will be on the first part of the 
Transcendental Doctrine, the Transcendental Aesthetic
12
, wherein Kant asks “[…] if 
sensibility were to contain a priori representations which constitute the condition 
under which objects are given to us” (B29-B30).  
                                              
11
 Kant’s use of ‘intuition’ is abstract and rarely uniform. Here it is ‘the general ‘mode’ of 
intuition”. 
12
 This use of the word ‘aesthetic’ should not be confused with the more popular use as the 
“critique of taste” (A21/B35). Kant abides by the Greek root ‘aesthesis’ which denotes the capacity 
for sense perception (Gardner, 65). 
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The Transcendental Aesthetic precedes the second part of the Doctrine, the 
Transcendental Logic
13
, as Kant argues that the conditions, under which the objects 
of human cognition are exclusively given, must precede those under which the 
objects are thought (A16/B30). In other words, and in compliance with the claim 
that the human subject has a sensible intuition, the a priori form of human intuition 
by means of which objects are given, demarcates the avenue in which they can be 
thought about. This complicated claim, which will be substantiated in this sub-
chapter, is central to Kant’s transcendental idealism. Furthermore, it explains our 
preference to focus on the sensibility (cf. Delimitation). 
To understand Kant’s search for the transcendental conditions within the specific 
context of sensibility, it is necessary to expound the particulars of sensibility. First, 
the effect of an object relating to the subject as a modification of its state is called 
‘sensation’, which is e.g., the hotness, sweetness etc. of an intuitive representation. 
Next, ‘matter’ is defined that which corresponds to sensation within an ‘appearance’ 
(B34). Appearance is the undetermined object of an ‘empirical intuition’, which is 
the type of intuition related to the object through sensation (A20). As shall be clari-
fied later, ‘appearance’ is not synonymous with ‘illusion’ in that something real is 
behind the appearance, but signifies that something empirically real comes forth, 
that is, appears (Burnham, 37). Likewise, the use of ‘matter’ must not be understood 
as a metaphysical claim about mass, but as denoting an appearance’s content: “Sen-
sation is an effect of an object; matter is whatever is presented through the simple 
event of that effect” (Burnham, 38). As such, matter is the unprocessed conglo-
merate of what is seen, smelled, touched etc. prior to the involvement of concepts. 
                                              
13
 It is concerned with the understanding and investigates the pure a priori concepts; the 
categories. 
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‘Matter’ can be elucidated by its contraposition to ‘form’
14
, the means by which 
matter is ordered (Burnham, 38). To begin, the difference between processed and 
ordered is noteworthy although they are not canonical terms. Whereas processed 
entails the involvement of the concepts of the understanding, ordered does not. To 
process the matter of an appearance is to subsume the yellowish, pitchy and 
roughish qualities (the individual sensations
15
) of the appearance under their 
respective concepts. In contrast, form is what orders the stream of various 
unprocessed qualities (called the ‘manifold’ by Kant). This is both relating to the 
other sensations in the coherent appearance itself and in relation to other 
appearances (Gardner, 72). To exemplify crudely
16
, consider hearing a pitchy sound, 
and afterwards seeing a yellowish thing; then the ordering is temporal. Suppose 
hearing the sound as originating from within the thing; then the ordering is spatial 
(Burnham, 38-39). While the distinction between matter and form so far has proven 
unproblematic, this changes as Kant delimits form as a priori as opposed to matter’s 
a posteriori nature (B34). It must be questioned how Kant disproves that whatever 
gives order to sensation cannot consist in or derive from sensation itself. For cannot 
sensations be metaphorical Lego blocks predestined towards certain relations? 
What lead Kant to confidently surmise that: 
Since that within which the sensations can alone be ordered and placed in a certain form 
cannot itself be in turn sensation, the matter of all appearance is only given to us a 
posteriori, but its form must all lie ready for it in the mind a priori, and can therefore be 
considered separately from all sensation. (A20/B34) 
                                              
14
 Traditionally in philosophy, ‘matter’ was understood as e.g., as the wood of a statue, while 
‘form’ would be its shape as a man. 
15
 Note the difference between the abstract ‘sensation’ and the particular individual ‘sensations.’ 
16
 These examples may seem premature and are admittedly oversimplified, but are unavoidable. 
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The answer is complicated and not immediately presentable in its fullest. Note that 
Kant’s position here is at odds mainly with the empiricists, as he unlike them claims 
that experience is not “all content” (Gardner, 72). Thus already a controversial 
position, the controversy is exasperated by Kant’s failure to elaborate on his rea-
soning. However, neither are the empiricists themselves on steady ground: No sense 
affected with the ordering of sensations has so far been identified, and likewise 
there is no sensation that, when hypothetically isolated, presents itself with an 
inherent qualifier of ‘location’ such as “is after” or “is within” (Burnham, 39). The 
lack of positive proof for the empiricists’ position entails that it can be disproven 
through the proof of a contradictory state of affairs. This is implicitly Kant’s doing – 
as well as his source of confidence – as he ties the soundness of the distinction 
between a priori form and a posteriori matter to the success of the argumentation 
built on it as an axiom. As such, a final answer will wait until this argumentation can 
be evaluated (cf. Sub-Conclusion). 
With this temporary grant as an axiom, matter and form as respectively a posteriori 
and a priori can now be discussed. As previously stated, the matter of an 
appearance is that within it which corresponds to sensation and is, like sensation, 
consequently given a posteriori. According to Kant, form, however, is presupposed 
before the manifold of sensations can be synthesized as an appearance. Regardless 
of how minimized and atomized the manifold may be, it must have form before it is 
cognizable: “Experience that had no form would be a mere buzzing confusion, and a 
subject of such experience would be cognitively unconscious of it; form is the 
unifying structure that allows the content of experience to show itself as such.” 
(Gardner, 72).  This ‘buzzing confusion’ is far more radical than any confusion caused 
by seemingly happenstance sensations (e.g., a sound coming from an empty room), 
so radical in fact that the human subject cannot even fathom it. 
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In Gardner’s words, the form of appearance, whatever it is, “consists in a structure 
of relations […] supplied a priori by our power of intuition” (Gardner, 72). That form 
must lie ready in mind a priori and is therefore separate from sensation as Kant 
states in the above quote (A20/B34), can best be exemplified by a thought 
experiment: Consider a myriad of different seemingly unordered sensations.  
Regardless of how confusing these imagined sensations may be, they are still 
fundamentally ordered: The aforementioned sound from the empty room is ordered 
in that it is external to the individual in space and limited to a specific period in time; 
the experience of an all-encompassing redness as the sole sensation is external in 
space and unlimited in time; and so the examples continue. In a sign of the 
importance of space and time as the a priori forms of human intuition, it is 
impossible for the human subject to even think about sensations that, no matter 
what artificial contortions they are subjugated to, does not have a spatiotemporal 
‘location’, i.e. is cognizable without form.  
Nevertheless, the a priori nature of form does not ascribe that it is an intuitive part 
of sensibility instead of being conceptual (and part of the understanding). Still, this 
option can be dispelled, as form must be intuitive rather than conceptual as it “[…] 
concerns the shape that sensation has in so far as it provides a content for thought.” 
(Gardner, 72). The form of appearance is concordantly situated between sensation 
and thought, in that it is prior to the application of concepts, but unlike sensation is 
not the result of a passive receptivity (Gardner, 72). In brief, to say that form is a 
priori is to say that it does not derive from experience; while saying that form is 
intuitive implies that it is immediate and not conceptual (and therefore not 
mediated at all).  
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The very possibility that there is something a priori in intuition, and consequently 
experience, is opened by Kant’s concept of synthetic a priori. First, note that the 
truth of synthetic judgments is based on objects and not concepts unlike analytic 
judgments, while pure a priori judgments must be based on a priori grounds. Se-
condly, as it has already been established that intuitions are those representation 
through which objects are given to us, it follows that synthetic a priori judgments 
are possible only if there are pure a priori intuitions on which they are groundable 
(Gardner, 71-72). Finally, pure a priori intuitions must conversely exist if synthetic a 
priori judgments are possible: A matter of fact if Kant’s assertion that the existence 
of mathematics and other sciences concerned with a priori knowledge (in the sense 
that it is discoverable a priori), provides undisputable evidence for the existence of 
synthetic a priori judgments is true (cf. The Analytic/Synthetic Distinction). Now, let 
us summarize Kant’s bifurcation of human cognition graphically: 
Human Cognition Sensibility
17
 Understanding 
A Priori Form Categories 
A Posteriori Matter Concepts 
With the establishment of Kant’s basic terminology and a walkthrough of the argu-
mentation for the a priori nature of form provided, the point has been reached 
where the specific make of the form of human cognition, as identified by Kant, can 
be discussed. This identification is possible as the fact that form is autonomous from 
sensation, and is thus ‘pure’, ensues that Kant can isolate and identify the different 
dimensions of form by means of reason.  
                                              
17
 With regards to the table, keep in mind that both form and matter are intuitive. 
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However, before we do so, it must be made clear once and for all that Kant’s 
interest does not lie in the constitution of a specific order of a given manifold, e.g. 
the particulars of how the red and blue colors of a specific sweatshirt are ordered to 
be above or below one another.  
On the contrary, his interest
18
 lies fully in the transcendental conditions for this 
ordering (i.e. in ‘pure form’), the framework for what Burnham dubs ‘empirical 
form’ (Burnham, 39), e.g., the sweater. Indeed, instead of speaking of ‘pure a priori 
intuitions’, it would perhaps be more apposite and clear in relation to Kant’s goal to 
speak of the ‘general forms of intuition.’ On a final note, it must be mentioned that 
it seems that Kant does not regard his delimitation of the basic structure of 
cognition as complete, but rather simply efficacious. First, he finds it undeniable that 
sensibility and understanding could possibly stem from a common root, although 
this root would be unknowable (B29). Secondly, alternative forms of sensible 
intuition other than the human are logically possible (B43), a conclusion Kant draws 
to have far reaching epistemological implications as will be shown in chapter. 
3.3. The Spatiotemporal Form of Human Cognition 
Throughout the previous chapters, it has been hinted that Kant proclaims that the 
pure form of human sensible intuition is spatiotemporal, i.e., human cognition is 
transcendentally ordered in space and time. While it is the intent of this sub-chapter 
to rethread and comment upon Kant’s assertion that both space and time are ascer-
tainable as pure a priori intuitions, the focus will primarily be on space. This is per-
missible as the arguments centered on space and time respectively, are if not 
parallel, then at least mimic each other heavily.  
                                              
18
 This has been prefaced earlier in chapter 2. 
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We will thus dwell on the analysis of space and only later detail the analysis of time 
vis-à-vis that of space. To begin, Kant first explicitly identifies space as a pure 
intuition in the beginning of the Transcendental Aesthetic:  
[…] if I separate from the representation of a body
19
 that which the understanding thinks 
about it, such as substance, force, divisibility, etc., as well as that which belongs to 
sensation, such impenetrability, hardness, color, etc., something from this empirical 
intuition is still left for me, namely extension and form. These belong to the pure intuition, 
which occurs a priori, even without an actual object of the senses or sensation, as a mere 
form of sensibility in the mind. (B35) 
By and large, what Kant is saying is that when we remove everything with a 
posteriori origins from the object, we are still left with the space occupied by the 
object’s shape and extension. That is to say that while objects are extended things 
with certain shapes, their location in space is not caused by what the individual 
senses of the object. To illustrate, we do not see space like we see colors: We 
perceive an object’s color, whereas we perceive its shape in space (Altman, 57). 
Similarly, the shape and extension of the object is not caused by its subsumption by 
concepts, but the fact that it is intuited directly and unmediated in space. Again, 
even abstained from the involvement of the understanding, what is perceived – e.g., 
a patch of color – would still be demarcated spatially (Altman, 58). For time, the 
same is true: Things appear to the individual at a certain time, in the manner that 
time is the way that sensations are received and ordered successively (Altman, 58). 
According to Kant, however, space and time are modes of apprehension deter-
mining how humans receive sensory data. This position contradicts both of the two 
opposed explanations of space and time prevalent among Kant’s contemporaries. 
                                              
19
 To avoid any confusion, what Kant here means with body is a collection of particulars 
considered as a coherent whole. 
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As it was, Space and time were understood as either ‘absolute’ or ‘relational’ in that 
they are either “[…] actual entities […] or only determinations or relations of things” 
(B37). The two views were associated with ‘realism’ and ‘idealism’ respectively and 
resulted in a major dispute in the years preceding the CPR. The dispute is best 
exemplified by the Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence
20
, a philosophical debate between 
the German idealist Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz and the English Samuel Clarke, who 
argued for the realist position held by Isaac Newton.  
Newton’s view of space, shared by Clarke, is of an absolutely real, self-subsistent 
‘container’ of infinite magnitude within which all things exist in relation to one anot-
her: If all objects were removed, space would still subside (Gardner, 70). Thus, the 
motion of an object is not just relative to other objects, but also absolute in space: 
“All particular relations among objects are merely parts of the infinite space in 
which all things (including all particular spaces) exist.” (Altman, 59). In comparison, 
Leibniz held a relational and reductionist view of space as a logical construction 
emanating from relations between objects. To speak of objects in space is to say 
that they are in certain relations to each other (Gardner, 70). Space is thus not an 
autonomous existing thing, but rather a concept derived from the perception of 
objects as being separate: It is simply the “coexistence of events” and can be 
reduced as such (Altman, 59). With regards to time, the two opposing accounts fol-
low a parallel pattern: Temporal objects are either perceived within an “absolute, 
true time” or as derived from the relation between successive ‘events’ (Altman, 59).  
How the two positions differ is likely most clear in their differing opinions on the 
possibility of spatial points and temporal instants “which are ontologically irreducib-
le and exist independently of the objects that coincide with them” (Gardner, 70-71).  
                                              
20
 The Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence was conducted between 1715 and 1716, see appendix. 
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For the realists these are real, while for the idealists there are no such entities. In 
this equation, Kant’s view stands somewhere in the middle, as it posits that space 
and time are irreducible, but also that they are not absolutely real. The absolute 
reality of unoccupied spatial points and temporal instants is hence denied by Kant, 
but not with the same force as Leibniz, as space and time are still irreducible from a 
human standpoint as they are our fundamental modes of apprehension. In 
conclusion, the irreducibility of space and time is at issue in the remainder of this 
chapter, while the implications of their non-absolute reality will be detailed later. 
3.3.1. Inner and Outer Sense 
With the statement that space and time are our fundamental modes of 
apprehension, Kant further identifies the two as the forms of ‘outer sense’ and 
‘inner sense’ respectively. By outer sense, Kant means the part of sensibility through 
which we are in relation with objects separate from ourselves (Burnham, 41). The 
form of outer sense is space, as it is in space that the objects’ “[…] space, magnitude 
and relation to one another is determined, or determinable.” (B37). Inner sense, the 
form of which is time, is the means by which the mind intuits itself (apperception) in 
so far as we have a ‘mental life’: thoughts, feelings, memories etc. (Burnham, 41). 
Kant goes on to state that: “Time can no more be intuited externally than space can 
be intuited as something in us” (B37) in the sense that their roles cannot be 
reversed nor be substituted by alternatives. While this initially seems absurd, Kant 
should be understood as saying that time cannot be outwardly intuited without first 
being inwardly intuited – if our mental life was not in time, outer objects could not 
be experienced as in time (Gardner, 74). In other words, the temporality of outer 
objects is derived from that of our mental state – we must first perceive ourselves as 
in time before we can perceive outer objects temporally. 
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3.3.2. The Metaphysical Exposition of Space 
In a sub-chapter to the Transcendental Aesthetic, Kant presents four explicit 
arguments for the soundness of his account of space as a pure a priori intuition as 
opposed to the accounts of the realists and idealists. The sub-chapter is titled The 
Metaphysical Exposition of Space
21
: “I understand by exposition (expositio) the 
distinct (even if not complete) representation of that which belongs to a concept; 
but the exposition is metaphysical when it contains that which exhibits the concept 
as given a priori.” (B38).  
Kant is conducting a conceptual
22
 analysis of space concerned with our ability to 
think of space itself. The contrast is with his subsequent Transcendental Exposition 
of Space which is concerned with the epistemology of space given its status as a 
pure a priori intuition (Rosenberg, 64). The four arguments can clearly be divided in 
accordance with their purposes: The two first arguments are intended to establish 
the a priori nature of space, while the two latter seek to establish that space is 
intuitive and not conceptual. They will thus be discussed in these pairs. 
3.3.2.1. The A Priori Nature of Space 
1) Space is not an empirical concept that has been drawn from outer experiences. For in 
order for certain sensations to be related to something outside me (i.e., to something in 
another place in space from that in which I find myself), thus in order for me to represent 
them as outside and next to one another, thus not merely as different but as in different 
places, the representation of space must already be their ground. Thus the representation 
of space cannot be obtained from the relations of outer appearance through experience, 
but this outer experience is itself first possible only through this representation. (B38) 
                                              
21
 We will later detail how the Metaphysical Exposition of Time both comply and differ. 
22
 To avoid confusion, one must refrain from interpreting this use of ‘concept’ as equivalent with 
the concepts of the understanding, both here and in the preceding quote. 
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In the first argument
23
, Kant argues that outer experiences are possible only due to a 
pre-existing representation of space. It is important to note that ’outer’ does not 
here mean external in a spatial sense, as the argument would thus be a tautology 
(i.e., “spatial objects must be spatial”), but rather means “separate from the 
individual”. In addition, this clarifies that Kant must not be taken to argue in the 
form that: “[...] in order for experience to represent objects as F, the representation 
F must be a priori, since that would have the absurd consequence that even the 
representation of colour [sic] must be a priori” (Gardner, 75).  
To fully understand the specifics of the argument, it is beneficial to understand what 
Kant argues against, especially as the conclusion of the argument is expressed in 
negative terms. The opponent position is that of an empiricist, who on a realist 
premise holds that space as a concept is derived from our experience of a myriad of 
actual spatial relations between external objects and ourselves (Burnham, 42).  
However, Kant finds this position to be ‘begging the question’ (i.e., circular). The 
issue is that if the representation of space was a posteriori, it would necessarily have 
been formed empirically as the result of experience of outer objects. Yet, this is not 
possible, as outer experience requires the representation of space (Gardner, 76), for 
how can one cognize objects as outer without invoking the very representation of 
space first? For Kant, this is an unsolvable conundrum which entails that the realist 
position is invalid. According to him, the notion of ‘outer’ must simply be required 
before things can be represented as such. It is not time to move on to the second 
argument of the Metaphysical Exposition of Time. 
                                              
23
 We have decided to reproduce each argument in full, as it makes the deliberation for each 
argument easier to follow for the reader. 
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2) Space is a necessary representation, a priori, that is the ground of all outer intuitions. One 
can never represent that there is no space, though one can very well think that there are 
no objects to be encountered in it. It is therefore to be regarded as the condition of the 
possibility of appearances, not as a determination dependent on them, and is an a priori 
representation that necessarily grounds outer appearances. (B38-39) 
Whereas the first argument abolishes the realist view of space, the second argu-
ment is designed to refute the option left open by the first, that space cannot be 
represented without a contained world of objects as per the idealists’ view. The 
problem is, as Gardner notes, that if representations of space and outer objects are 
mutually dependent, then space would not be prior to the outer world, but rather 
empirical after all (Gardner, 76). To dispel this option, Kant proceeds in a manner 
similar to the previously quoted analysis of ‘body’ (cf. 3.3.). It is possible to conceive 
of empty space simply through the abstraction of outer objects, whereas the reverse 
is not possible: We cannot represent the absence of space, for to do so would be to 
represent an outer world independent from space, something shown to be 
impossible by the first argument (Gardner, 76).  
Overall, the relationship between space and outer objects is clearly not one of 
codependency. This assertion can be substantiated with the example of 
‘incongruent counterparts.’ The example of ‘incongruent counterparts’
24
 lays out 
how spatial relations cannot be derived from objects, and the interrelations of 
these, in more accessible manner than the arguments in the Exposition of Space 
(Altman, 61). For the purpose of the example, consider a world from which every 
object except two hands, a pair of a left and a right, have been abstracted.  
                                              
24
 Kant makes this argument in the Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics (1783), which 
provides an overview and defense of the conclusions reached in the CPR. It is here referenced as 
(Kant 2001). 
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These hands are counterparts, as they are qualitatively identical in so far as they 
occupy the same amount of space (their fingers etc. are of equal size) and are 
complete equals in every aspect other than their left- and right-handedness. Kant 
objects to Leibniz by claiming that if Leibniz were correct, the incongruity of the two 
hands would be impossible as the one hand would be fully substitutable for the 
other. However, this is clearly not the case as Kant states: “[…] notwithstanding their 
complete equality and similarity, the left hand cannot be enclosed in the same 
bounds as the right one (they are not congruent)” (Kant 2001, 286).  
Kant can be interpreted as basically saying is that, as many have experienced, a left 
hand does not fit into a right glove and vice-versa. The two hands are incongruent, a 
fact inexplicable to Leibniz, as two objects with identical qualities would have to be 
identical according to his view of space (Kant 2001, 286). Furthermore, any attempt 
to reduce the manner in which the incongruity of the hands consists to that of 
relations is bound to fail: The world as imagined in the example is empty except for 
the two hands, which differ in relation to one another only spatially, the very 
respect we are attempting to derive from an internal difference (Gardner, 80).  
The spatial qualities of objects must therefore be intrinsic (and thus irreducible), 
with the ability to differentiate two qualitatively identical objects stemming from 
our judgment of them in relation to a universal space (Altman, 61).  Furthermore, 
Kant holds that the example of ‘incongruent counterparts’ also shows space to be an 
intuition. As he states, the difference in orientation between the hands: “[…] cannot 
be made intelligible by any concept” (Kant 2001, 286). In other words, the first step 
in an unprecedented explanation of wherein a difference of orientation consists 
must invariably be to simply point to it, as it impossible to identify without an initial 
physical demarcation (Gardner, 80).  
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3.3.2.2. Space as an Intuition 
3) Space is not a discursive or, as is said, general concept of relations of things in general, but 
a pure intuition. For, first, one can only represent a single space, and if one speaks of 
many spaces, one understands by that only parts of one and the same unique space. And 
these parts cannot as it were precede the single all-encompassing space as its components 
(from which its composition would be possible), but rather are only thought in it. It is 
essentially single; the manifold in it, thus also the general concept of spaces in general, 
rests merely on limitations. From this it follows that in respect to it an a priori intuition 
(which is not empirical) grounds all concepts of it. Thus also all geometrical principles, e.g., 
that in a triangle two sides together are always greater than the third, are never derived 
from general concepts of line and triangle, but rather are derived from intuition and 
indeed derived a priori with apodictic certainty. (B39) 
While the example of incongruent counterparts helps substantiate both the a priori 
and intuitive nature of space, the third and fourth arguments of the Metaphysical 
Exposition aim to show decisively that the representation of space fulfils the criteria 
for an intuition and not the criteria of a concept. However, this does not mean that 
we do not have a concept of general space, as well as concepts for various limited 
spaces. Kant is not disputing that we constantly operate with spatial concept and 
quite possibly could not function without them. 
Nonetheless, Kant’s assertion in the third argument is that we have an intuition of 
Space
25
 that underlies all these countless spatial concepts. As such, Space is not a 
category (i.e. an a priori concept) by which we classify our representations, but is 
independent from any involvement of the understanding. To prove this, Kant 
attempts to show that space is singular. The concepts of particular spaces, e.g., a 
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 Throughout the remainder of this sub-chapter, ‘space’ will whenever referred to as a singular 
intuition be capitalized and put in italics (i.e., Space) to distinguish it from the plural ‘space(s)’. 
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football field or the Eiffel Tower, are merely conceptual discriminations functioning 
through a contingent limitation of the all-encompassing Space
26
 (Altman, 64-65).  
We can identify them only by ‘slicing’ them out of Space, as their spatial properties 
are defined by the limits beyond which they do not extend (Gardner, 78). In this 
manner, the infinitely many parts of space relate to Space differently than instances 
of a concept are related to the general concept, as they exist solely through their 
relation to Space and would accordingly fail to subsist if this relation was severed.  
The infinite possible instances of a concept, on the other hand, do not desist when 
their relation to the concept is severed, but will rather be assimilated under an 
alternative concept: Consider for example the concept of ‘dog.’ If it is removed, the 
particular instances of ‘dog’ (dogs) would simply be judged by the understanding as 
belonging to a different concept (e.g., ‘animals’). Kant further argues, that the parts 
of space cannot precede Space, as all the different part cannot simply be joined to 
‘construct’ the universal Space; such a task would be as futile as repeatedly adding 
one plus one in an attempt to get to infinity (Altman, 65).  
Since, as shown, the particular parts of space are dependent on their relation to 
Space to bestow their identity, Space – and awareness of it – must precede the 
different parts of space. Space must in extension exist without mediation with any 
quality it could possibly have in common with other things (Gardner, 78). As per 
Kant’s argument, it follows that the representation of space must be classified as an 
intuition (cf. Sensibility and Understanding). 
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 Kant has previously established that intuitions are singular, while concepts are inherently 
general. As a consequence thereof, it follows that demonstrating that space is singular means that 
it has to be classified as an intuition. 
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4) Space is represented as an infinite given magnitude. Now one must, to be 
sure, think of every concept as a representation that is contained in an 
infinite set of different possible representations (as their common mark), 
which thus contains these under itself; but no concept, as such, can be 
thought as if it contained an infinite set of representations within itself. 
Nevertheless space is so thought (for all the parts of space, even to infinity, 
are simultaneous). Therefore, the original representation of space is an a 
priori intuition, not a concept. (B39-40) 
Whereas the third argument established the singular nature of Space, the fourth 
“[…] plays upon the idea that we apply concepts to different particulars, but that 
space contains all particulars within it” (Altman, 65). Space, is thought of as 
containing all possible representations as part of itself, as it follows from the third 
argument that the countless parts of space are derivative from the infinity of Space 
itself (Gardner, 79). A concept is thus not infinite in the same fashion as Space, as 
although it has an infinite amount of possible instances that can be judged by its 
purview, these instances are separate from the concept: “the infinite parts of space 
are contained within it, whereas the infinite possible instances of a concept fall 
under it.” (Gardner, 79). Here ‘under’ signifies that the concept consists of a set of 
common qualities, abstracted from previous instances, by means of which a new 
instance can be identified (i.e., subsumed by the concept).  
Resultantly, a concept can never designate a singular ‘whole’ entity, as it at best 
approximates the instances under it (Burnham, 46-47). Conversely, pure a priori 
intuitions directly present unique wholes, the parts of which are ‘within’ them, and 
given through limitation as Space has been shown to do (Burnham, 47). Gardner 
expands Kant’s line of reasoning by noting that a concept resembling Space by 
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containing infinite parts, and not infinite instances, would be one with infinitely rich 
content, thus uncognizable by the finite mind of man – and therefore space cannot 
be a concept (Gardner, 79). As such, the fourth argument serves to protect the third 
from the possibility that the infinite divisibility of Space entails that is it a concept, as 
he shows that this can be explained by Space being an intuition (Gardner, 79). In 
extension thereof, it should be made clear that Kant’s position is not that we at all 
times perceive the full extent of Space as an infinite whole, as this is obviously is not 
the case (given that a form of omniscience would be the result). Rather, Space is 
given to us as unbounded; we are incapable of representing the bounds of space 
(beyond any particular space, more space must exist) (Gardner, 79). 
3.3.2.3. The Argument from Geometry 
As aforementioned, Kant follows the Metaphysical Exposition of Space with the 
Transcendental Exposition of Space, which seeks to demonstrate the epistemological 
applicability of space as a pure a priori intuition. While the majority of the Trans-
cendental Exposition will have to wait until our next chapter, Kant’s return in it to 
the previously discussed subject of geometry is of immediate interest, as it further 
supports the notion of space as a pure a priori intuition. As Altman notes, Kant’s 
strategy is clear: “Only if we assume that space is a pure form of sensible intuition 
can we account for a common phenomenon that we all accept.” (Altman, 67).  
The issue arises out of Kant’s proposition that geometry determines spatial proper-
ties in a synthetic a priori manner (B40), for if space is not a pure a priori intuition, 
nothing about the truths of geometry – which characterize all existing spatial 
relations – would  be knowable. That geometry is synthetic a priori knowledge can 
be accounted for quickly. First, geometrical judgments are synthetic, because they 
are judgments of amplification (B11); geometrical propositions cannot be 
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analytically derived from the predicates of the various spatial concepts. It is e.g., not 
entailed in the concept of a triangle that the sum of its interior angles must be 180 
degrees (if unsure, just ask a small child). Secondly, the apodictic certainty demon-
strated by geometrical judgments points towards a strict necessity and universality 
only displayed by a priori judgments. Imagine the chaos if the omnipresent 
geometrical principles were untrustworthy.  
However, we are somehow capable of discovering geometrical propositions that 
hold necessity and universality for actual spatial relations. Resultantly, Kant reaches 
the conclusion that there is nothing arbitrary involved in the amplification of 
geometrical concepts that can result in a ‘black swan.’ This presents an 
epistemological problem for both the idealist and realist views of space, since both 
posit that the origin of our knowledge of space is a posteriori; either as a dis-
coverable thing in itself or as derived from relations. 
Overall, this makes the requirement that pure a priori knowledge must be founded 
on knowledge likewise a priori insurmountable (B3). Kant, however, can present a 
successful answer to the questions from the CPR’s introduction (B19-21), of how 
pure mathematics and the other sciences whose domain lies in the a priori are pos-
sible? Objects must conform to our spatial understanding, not vice-versa. If not, 
then we could not claim knowledge of geometry (Altman, 69). 
3.3.3. The Metaphysical Exposition of Time 
It has previously been mentioned that the Metaphysical Exposition of Time largely 
mirrors that of space. With the major difference between the two being that Kant 
lists five, and not four, arguments to establish time as a pure a priori intuition: As 
with the arguments for space, the two first arguments seek to demonstrate that our 
knowledge of time is a priori, while the fourth and fifth arguments seek to ascertain 
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that time is an intuition and not a concept. The third argument is the only one 
unparalleled in the Metaphysical Exposition of Space, as it is similar to the argument 
from geometry. Given these major similarities between the Exposition of Space and 
the Exposition of Time, we will refrain from reproducing and discussing the argu-
ments for time in full, opting instead to simply outline the parallels between them. 
To begin, the first argument states that: “Time is not an empirical concept that is 
somehow drawn from an experience.” (B46). The reasoning behind this conclusion is 
a structural replica of the first argument in the Exposition of Space. It showed, 
against the empiricist position, that space cannot be abstracted from the 
appearance of objects, since it is presupposed in the first place for us relating to the 
objects as outer. Similarly, time is not abstractable from objects, for the marks of 
time – simultaneity and succession – would not come into perception “if the 
representation of time did not ground them a priori” (B46). Again, Kant finds the 
realist premise to be circular and refutes it: Only if the representation of time is 
presupposed can one represent objects as existing at the one and the same time 
(simultaneously) or in different times (in sequel) (B46).  
The second argument also appears in parallel, to extinguish the possibility that time 
and objects are codependent as the idealists hold. Because of this, Kant asserts that 
time is a necessary representation grounding all intuitions: “In regard to appear-
ances in general one cannot remove time, though one can very well take the ap-
pearances away from time.” (A31). As with space, every object can be removed 
from time, but the temporal locations of objects cannot be removed; the 
relationship is asymmetrical, as time is a universal condition of the objects 
possibility – only in time is “all actuality of appearances possible” (A31). It follows 
that time is a priori.  
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The third argument resembles the argument from geometry in that Kant posits that 
only if we accept time as a pure a priori intuition can we account of a common 
phenomenon. Just as there are geometrical propositions which hold true in every 
possible experience, there are also axioms of time which we experience as 
absolutely necessary in every instance (Altman, 73). In particular, that we perceive 
time to only have one sequential dimension: Whereas different spaces are 
simultaneous, different times are successive (B47). The chaos if this did not hold 
true is easily imaginable. If time was a thing in self and not the form in which 
sensations are received, we could not account for the possibility of the apodictic 
principles of relations of time.  
For if time was abstracted synthetically a posteriori from experience, it would not 
yield neither the strict universality nor necessity we associate it with: “We would 
only be able to say: This is what common perception teaches, but not: This is how 
matters must stand.” (B47). The amplification of time (as a concept) would be based 
on an arbitrary generalization such as “all swans are white.” (Altman, 74). As the exi-
stence of black swans shows, this type of generalization would leave us vulnerable 
and incapable of predicting the nature of time with strict universality and necessity. 
Only if we, as Kant, holds that these principles are valid, as the a priori framework 
under which alone experience is possible, can their apodictic certainty be validated. 
We will now turn to the fourth and fifth arguments, which are somewhat intermixed 
with the third argument and therefore appear less clear than the equivalent argu-
ments in the Metaphysical Exposition of Space. However, the gist of the arguments 
is similar, as is made evident in the first sentence of the fourth argument: “Time is 
no discursive or, as one calls it, general concept, but a pure form of sensible intuit-
ion. Different times are only parts of one and the same time.” (B47). As with space, 
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the different demarcated times are not instances, but parts of singular Time. As 
such, they are contained within Time and not under it as they would if time simply 
was a pure category used to discriminate among sensible intuitions (Altman, 74-75).  
The fifth argument elaborates on the fourth by establishing that: “The infinitude of 
time signifies nothing more than that every determinate magnitude of time is only 
possible through limitations of a single time ground it” (B47-48). The different times 
are identified through a limitation of the infinite Time and exist solely through their 
relation to it; the period May 19
th
 to May 21
st
 for example, is identifiable at first only 
by ‘slicing’ it out of the infinite spectrum of time at both sides of it, a characteristic 
not shared by concepts (cf. 3.3.1.2.). Overall, the conclusions extracted from Kant’s 
fourth argument on space in the final paragraph of ‘Space as an Intuition’ are all 
applicable to time as well, which Kant consequently holds is an intuition. 
3.4. Sub-Conclusion: The Strength of Kant’s Arguments 
Before it is possible to discuss Kant’s doctrine of transcendental idealism, which is 
founded upon the epistemological implications of space and time as the pure forms 
of sensible intuition, it is necessary to briefly evaluate whether this premise is sound 
almost 250 years after the publication of the CPR.  Once more, we will focus on 
space as the criticism of the arguments in the Metaphysical Exposition of Time is 
parallel to that of the arguments in the Metaphysical Exposition of Space. Out of the 
countless objections raised against Kant’s arguments, three are of immediate 
relevance and are all concerned with the ‘a priority’ of space (and not its status as 
an intuition which most critics concur with). In order of potential severity, they can 
be named ‘the psychological limitation’, ‘space and outer objects as con-
temporaneous’ and finally ‘non-Euclidean geometry’. In particular the latter is seen 
as very problematic for Kant. 
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The first objection targets the two first arguments of the Metaphysical Exposition of 
Space. It argues that the truth that a non-spatial outer world is not representable – 
which the two arguments ultimately rely upon – is merely the result of a contingent 
psychological limitation of the human imagination (Gardner, 77). In other words, 
could man not reach a ‘higher’ awareness? Certainly, it would be hypocritical to 
dismiss this possibility entirely, akin to dismissing the possibility of black swans 
because they have yet to be discovered. However, the reality is that while we can 
posit the existence of a different set of representational powers (B43), we cannot 
begin to explain adequately how these powers would differ from ours; for to do so 
would mean to have them. As Gardner notes, the necessity that Kant claims for the 
representation of space (and time) is neither psychological nor logical, but rather 
transcendental for the human subject (Gardner, 77). To possess a different set of 
representational powers would be to leave humankind as we know it behind. 
The second objection also pertains to Kant’s arguments for the a priority of space. 
While the two arguments are generally seen to successfully refute the position of 
Leibniz that space is a ‘construction’, Kant’s success with regards to Newton is more 
contested (Gardner, 81). For while he dispels that space is a posteriori in the 
traditional sense, it cannot immediately be denied based on the arguments that 
space and outer objects are ‘contemporaneous’ – neither precede the other, but are 
given together at a single stroke (Gardner, 81). It is not clear why the fact that the 
outer world cannot be experienced without the representation of space causes it to 
necessarily being a priori and fully independent from experience, as it is not 
contradictory that experience could simply bring with it that without which it would 
be impossible. Nor is it evident that the fact that space can be thought of inde-
pendent from objects entails that it must be a priori (Gardner, 81). However, the 
position of contemporaneity is itself troubled. 
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Gardner defends Kant by further developing the notion of space and outer objects 
as contemporaneous. First, according to the tenets of epistemology: “The contem-
poraneity of spatial and outer representation cannot be a sheer coincidence if our 
representation of the outer world is to count as knowledge.” (Gardner, 83). How-
ever, to claim that the contemporaneity is not coincidental entails not only that we 
represent outer objects spatially because absolute reality is spatial, but also that if it 
was not, we could represent outer objects in the alternative non-spatial mode 
required (Gardner, 83).  
As Gardner concludes, to suppose that spatial and outer representations are 
contemporaneous, is effectively to hold that we are capable of determining the 
appropriate mode of representation for reality in the very act of representing it 
(Gardner, 83). Similar to the failure of the positions Kant argues against in the argu-
ment from geometry, the contemporaneity view fails to answer how outer objects 
are possible for us, by merely assuming that they are. Kant’s view on the other hand, 
allows us to claim knowledge of spatial reality as we will see in the next chapter. 
The main reason why it is important for Kant and his followers to dispel the notion 
of space and outer objects as contemporaneous, is that failure to do so would leave 
the burden of evidence for the a priority of space on Kant’s argument from 
geometry. This would be fatal, as the argument has been severely troubled by the 
discovery of non-Euclidean geometry. A discovery some hold to be fatal to Kant’s 
argument in any case. This is based on an interpretation of Kant which solidly places 
the argument from geometry as the very foundation that Kant’s philosophical 
edifice rests upon. Yet, this is an interpretation which probably gives the argument 
too much sway given the strength of the remainder of the arguments in the 
metaphysical expositions.  
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The problem is that modern physics show that Euclidean geometry, which was the 
only known geometry at Kant’s time (as well as being the one taught in elementary 
school and employed widely in everyday use), is only approximately true and thus 
strictly false (Gardner, 103). With the correct description of spatial relations being 
given by non-Euclidean geometries, it becomes an a posteriori contingent question 
as to which geometry is the best fit. This dismantles Kant’s belief that (Euclidean) 
geometry is a series of synthetic a priori propositions. We will not delve much 
deeper into this issue other than to say that at this stage Kant can still be defended.  
For, while actual spatial relations among objects have been found to be governed by 
a non-Euclidean system of geometrical principles, space seems to be structured in 
accordance with Euclidean geometry (Altman, 72). In this sense, we may simply be 
making a wrong interpretation of what we perceive. If we actually perceive things 
according to a non-Euclidean framework, an option which is still left open, Kant’s 
mistake is no more than a mischaracterization of the structure of physical space; not 
to wrongly conclude that space is a pure a priori intuition (Altman, 72). 
 In conclusion, Kant is on steady, although not rock-solid ground when he theorizes 
the existence of pure form and concludes that space and time are our fundamental 
modes of apprehension. Space and time as the forms of sensible intuition is 
inexorably linked with the doctrine of transcendental idealism. However, that is not 
to say that the validity of transcendental idealism rests solely on this view of space 
and time, as it is perfectly imaginable that if this view was false, we would possess 
alternative pure a priori intuitions. The relationship between the two is thus similar 
to that of the chicken and the egg, neither presupposed for the other but rather 
codependent; both stemming from Kant’s Copernican turn. 
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4. The Epistemological Consequences 
This chapter aims to explain what Kant's Transcendental Idealism is and what its 
implications are for how we may understand our world – the epistemological ef-
fects, in other words. Due to the nature of the topic, some terms and arguments and 
from previous chapters will be reiterated when they are first encountered in this 
chapter, as to establish them within the auspices of transcendental idealism itself.  
4.1. Transcendental Idealism - Overview 
Kant founded a view that space and time, rather than being external things that we 
may perceive in the world around us, is instead the shape of our intuition. By “the 
transcendental idealism of appearances”, Kant means, as he says in the Critique,  
I understand by the transcendental idealism of all appearances the doctrine
 
that they are all together to be regarded as mere representations and not as 
things in themselves, and accordingly that space and time are only sensible 
forms of our intuition, but not determinations given for themselves or 
conditions of objects as things in themselves. (A369) 
As we have already discussed, Kant goes on to say that it is utterly impossible to 
circumvent or ignore the use of time and space as the basis of our intuition: 
Gradually remove from your experiential concept of a body everything that is 
empirical in it – the color, the hardness or softness, the weight, even the 
impenetrability – there still remains the space that was occupied by the body 
(which has now entirely disappeared), and you cannot leave that out. (B6) 
This means that it is entirely possible to imagine a space that contains no objects 
(i.e., a perfect vacuum), but it is markedly impossible to imagine an object that does 
not fill space (i.e., an object with no spatial properties whatsoever) – even if you 
49 
 
were to imagine a physically impossible space, such as a house that is larger on the 
inside than on the outside, it is still an experience understood according to the 
principle tenets of time and space. Thus he concludes that no matter how you look 
at it, space remains one of the two basic underpinnings of our ability to relate to the 
world around us (the other being, as established, time). 
The central argument is that in order for humans to successfully cognize an object, 
we must both intuit it and order it under a concept. This process is in our everyday 
life not divided into two parts, and it happens simultaneously, like mixing 
ingredients in a bowl. In essence, the doctrine of transcendental idealism holds that, 
as humans, our experience consists of appearances; of how things appear to us, 
implicitly stating a fundamental sort of subject-based method, instead of a directly 
active comprehension of the things as they are. 
4.2. Discussion 
As we've seen, the basis of the transcendental doctrine is a distinction between 
appearance and thing-in-itself; we may only perceive the former. Kant claims that 
the spatiotemporal form of objects which we gain through our faculties – as well as 
space and time themselves – is not a feature of absolute reality, but it has an 
inherent guarantee of conditional reality. It is the only way for us to gain knowledge, 
because the spatiotemporal form is necessary for the constitution of any knowledge 
at all (Gardner, 92). Thus, since it is the only form of knowledge available to us, it is 
given that it is true, since it would not make any sense, on any level, for it to be false 
– for there to be falsehood, there must also be a truth to which this false 
information can be contrasted with, yet no such relationship exists; there is only this 
information, and no other option. 
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The thing-in-itself is, put plainly, that something which our faculties (however they 
may be shaped) can never access. It is the source of the appearance, and the hard 
origin of every experience available to us. Talking about the thing-in-itself is talking 
about the single most pure definition of any given thing possible, in the sense that 
the thing-in-itself is just the thing and nothing else; no observer input, no subjective 
viewpoint, no external reference. With this understood, it becomes clear that Kant 
posited (and assumed for the sake of his CPR) that the thing-in-itself is wholly inac-
cessible to us; how could it not be so? Human perception is subjective according to 
Kant, after all. 
At first, the doctrine of transcendental idealism seems absurd. On an epistemologi-
cal level, equating the Kantian appearances with “representations” as they are com-
monly understood in philosophical terms, critics take it to mean that we can only 
know the content of our own minds – similar to the Berkelean ideas.
27
 This is then 
used as the starting point of a criticism of Kant's doctrine, which usually is that 
Kant's subjective starting point (i.e., that we are affected, and so on) lands Kant in a 
strange position: He must either maintain that things only seem to us to be spatial, 
or that appearances – that is to say, representations – really are spatial. However, 
both claims are absurd; the former holds that our consciousness of the world of 
objects extended into and located in space is an illusion, while the latter demands 
that we regard purely mental items as extended and located in space (Altman, 13). 
Also to be considered is that the transcendental standpoint – the point at which we 
may begin to reflect on our own, human standpoint – is not in any way located 
beyond the borders of our own reason. It is not independent of us. If it was, it would 
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 Which is to say, the belief that everything is composed of perception, and that perception 
causes existence, summarized in a quote of Berkeley: "To be is to be perceived." 
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occupy the non-perspectival standpoint of God, which Kant explicitly says is impos-
sible. As it is, it posits the requirement of non-sensible intuition, which is only 
possible if one can generate the object through intuition, that is, an intellectual 
intuition – which, again, is the sole domain of God (Altman, 14). The transcendental 
standpoint of reflection, then, uses only the resources available to us, which is also 
sufficient to gain knowledge about the human standpoint, which is what we seek to 
examine here (Gardner, 92). 
Further, keep in mind that the unknowability of the thing-in-itself is not simply a 
matter of definition, methodology or even semantics. Of course, although the 
meaning that Kant attached to the phrase “thing-in-itself” does infer unknowability, 
this does not follow directly from their original Copernican definition. This is 
important to keep in mind, because – although he says we can't know the things in 
themselves as we are constituted – Kant's definitions still leave open that we could 
know the thing-in-itself if we could assume with certainty either that objects appear 
to us as they appear to any given subject (i.e., what we perceive is equal to the 
truth, if not necessarily the truth itself), or that human sensibility represents objects 
as they are constituted anyway (Gardner, 93). It is an important distinction, because 
without it, transcendental idealism would not have any significance; it would just be 
a doctrine which claims that there is a class of objects which we do not know and 
cannot ever know about, defined by the fact that we cannot know them in any way, 
which amounts to tautological nonsense without any philosophical relevance. That 
said, we now move onto the topic at hand, starting with a definition of the terms 
transcendental and empirical, and of real and ideal. This is to say, we shall look at 
the four different possible combinations of these terms, all of which are important 
to Kant's thoughts. These are transcendental idealism, transcendental realism, 
empirical idealism and empirical realism. 
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4.2.1. Transcendental Realism 
To begin, transcendental realism is a contrast to the transcendental idealism, used 
in the Critique mostly to give weight and substance to his arguments in favor of the 
transcendental aesthetic. Thus, explained in contrast to transcendental idealism and 
not much else, transcendental realism is given as that: 
[…] which regards space and time as something given in themselves 
(independent of our sensibility). The transcendental realist therefore 
represents outer appearances (if their reality is conceded) as things in 
themselves, which would exist independently of us and our sensibility and 
thus would also be outside us according to pure concepts of the 
understanding. (A369) 
What Kant implicitly talks about here is that transcendental realism inevitably leads 
to empirical idealism, "It is really this transcendental realist who afterwards plays 
the empirical idealist” (A369), or the idea that the mind can only have immediate 
and truthful access to the content, ideas and representations in itself – that is to say, 
the Cartesian construction of reality
28
 (Allison, 21). Kant rejected this and its 
contemporary opponent empiricism – the Critique of Pure Reason partly being an 
attempt to repair the division between the two.  
As such, transcendental realism as encountered in the CPR is only really considered 
a sounding board for understanding transcendental idealism. However, since, in 
Kant's mind, realism holds that outer appearances (i.e., spatial objects) are actually 
things in themselves, and since (according to this realism) the mind has immediate 
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 The view that the only thing we can truly know is the existence of ourselves and the ideas that 
exist within our minds, as per the "cogito, ergo sum" axiom. 
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access to nothing but itself and its own content, one has to admit that this position 
is problematic. On one hand, the mind cannot go beyond itself, but on the other, it 
posits that objects external to the mind are real without a hint of doubt (Allison, 23).  
The notion ‘empirical realism’ in Kant’s Transcendental Aesthetic subsumes the do-
mains of both traditional realists and traditional idealists. As we have already seen, 
Kant argues that space and time are pure forms of intuition, and that objects appear 
as such due to how we perceive what is given to us. However, at the same time we 
are unable to know what these same objects are like if taken apart from the 
subjective conditions of our perception (Altman, 75). Kant explains it thus:  
If we take objects as may be in themselves – i.e., if we abstract from the way 
in which we intuit ourselves inwardly, and in which by means of this intuition 
we also take into our power of presentation all outer intuitions – then time is 
nothing. Time has objective validity only with regard to appearances, because 
these are already things considered as objects of our senses. (A34) 
This is the same basic argument that Kant also uses to guarantee the truthfulness of 
the spatiotemporal form of our intuition (mentioned above), namely that it has to 
do with the very most basic forms of our means of relating to the external world. 
Since there are no other options (meaning, no alternative to it being real, and no 
alternative to intuiting the world around us), the question of whether or not it is to 
be considered real becomes effectively moot. Furthermore, Kant argues that space 
and time are not only transcendentally ideal but also at the same time empirically 
real (Altman, 76). A puzzling claim, until the following is made clear: 
Our assertions accordingly teach the empirical reality of time, i.e., objective 
validity in regard to all objects that may ever be given to our senses. And 
since our intuition is always sensible, no object can ever be given to us in 
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experience that would not belong under the condition of time. But, on the 
contrary, we dispute all claim of time to absolute reality, namely where it 
would attach to things absolutely as a condition or property even without 
regard to the form of our sensible intuition. Such properties, which pertain to 
things in themselves, can never be given to us through the senses. In this 
therefore consists the transcendental ideality of time, according to which it is 
nothing at all if one abstracts from the subjective conditions of sensible 
intuition. (A35)  
Human experience is limited to objects such as they are constituted by the 
conditions of our sensible intuition, and since our sensible intuition cannot be 
applied for transcendental purposes, time and space themselves fall under this limi-
tation as well; that is to say, spatiotemporal relations are not true of the things in 
themselves. Thus, we have to distinguish appearances (to which time and space 
have been applied) from things in themselves (things as they exist independently 
from us). Space and time are transcendentally ideal, in that they do not indepen-
dently exist apart from the subjective conditions for the possibility of experience.  
4.2.2. Transcendental Idealism 
Transcendental idealism, in summary, means that Kant believes the things in them-
selves to be unknowable to us as we are, but not that such knowledge is utterly 
impossible to obtain consequentially. What is knowable to us are appearances:  
I understand by the transcendental idealism of all appearances the doctrine
 
that they are all together to be regarded as mere representations and not as 
things in themselves, and accordingly that space and time are only sensible 
forms of our intuition, but not determinations given for themselves or 
conditions of objects as things in themselves. (A369)  
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This quote has already been presented, but it has a very important point and as such 
it easily bears repeating. Kant seeks to prove that we all inhabit a common world, 
shared by all of us. He does so noting that we normally distinguish quite well 
between what pertain to the overall form of intuitions, and is valid for every human 
sense in general, and that which relate to appearances contingently because “[…] it 
is not valid for the relation to sensibility in general but only for a particular situation 
or organization of this or that sense” (A45). Ordinarily, one would accordingly call 
the first cognition (that which pertain to pure form) one that represents the “object 
in itself”, but the second (which pertain to its matter) only its appearance (A45). 
Kant’s point is that it is common to mistake the merely empirical appearances for 
the thing-in-itself, and a more particular sensation in that relation as the appearance 
of the thing-in-itself. This belief is not correct, however, as he later points out that: 
If one stands by it (as commonly happens) and does not regard that empirical 
intuition as in turn mere appearance (as ought to happen), so that there is 
nothing to be encountered in it that pertains to any thing in itself, then our 
transcendental distinction is lost, and we believe ourselves to cognize things 
in themselves, although we have nothing to do with anything except 
appearances anywhere (in the world of sense), even in the deepest research 
into its objects. (A45) 
Here he reiterates his points; that empirical knowledge is always only of appear-
ances, and thus not of the thing-in-itself; along with a warning that no amount of 
empirical digging will yield anything but empirical (and thus appearance-based) 
knowledge, missing the thing-in-itself. He goes on to exemplify his position by 
stating that we normally call a rainbow a “mere appearance in a sun-shower” and 
the causally related rain the ‘thing in itself’ (B63). This is naturally correct if we 
understand the latter concept in a merely physical, and thus not transcendental 
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sense, as that which in universal human experience is always “[…] determined thus 
and not otherwise in intuition” (B63). However, as Kant goes on to state: 
[…] if we consider this empirical object in general and, without turning to its 
agreement with every human sense, ask whether it (not the raindrops, since 
these, as appearances, are already empirical objects) represents an object in 
itself, then the question of the relation of the representation to the object is 
transcendental, and not only these drops are mere appearances, [...] 
modifications or foundations of our sensible intuition; the transcendental 
object, however, remains unknown to us. (B63) 
What Kant argues is that the world we occupy is constant and persistent from 
observer to observer; even though the angle of the rainbow, the degree to which 
one becomes wet, etc., varies due to factors in the world, these factors are 
nevertheless persistent from my experience to your experience. We can disagree 
about things until we might eventually discover which judgment contains the truth 
of the question at hand (Altman, 81). For example, it was at one point a common 
belief that asbestos was a good building material due to its thermal insulation; it is 
now believed to cause cancer. The earlier ‘causal’ claim was mistaken, which we 
know since the latter judgment more accurately correlate with the empirical data 
that a statistically significant amount of people have gotten cancer after working in 
close proximity to it. Similarly, Altman notes: 
If I claim that Coke provides the body with nine essential vitamins and min-
erals, I am wrong, even if I sincerely believe it. The formal conditions of ex-
perience are subjective because they are necessary forms of sensibility for us, 
but this does not make experience purely individual or personal. (Altman, 81) 
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In accordance with Kant, Altman says that there exists an objective world out there, 
which we all exist in. Kant notes that his standpoint in this is that of empirical 
realism; we do live in an external world, and we do perceive appearances that 
originate in this great wide something that we apparently inhabit. He is not making 
any statements or loud gestures about what exists and what doesn't exist. All he 
wants to examine is what it means for an object to exist. Although the 
spatiotemporal perspective applies to every object of experience that surrounds us, 
we have no way of knowing what these same objects are like apart from our 
subjective conditions of space and time.  
The thing-in-itself, on the other hand, is itself neither in space nor time (as they are 
conditions peculiar to our mode of intuition), which is the exact reason we cannot 
know it. It exists quite simply outside what is available to us, the only thing getting 
through to us (so to speak) being the appearances. Now, one might despair when 
thinking of the world like this: a world of mere appearances. The words Kant used 
can be believed to imply that what we experience as we live is somehow lacking in 
depth and veracity, that there is something inherently missing from the picture 
we're getting. This is not the case. Kant himself supplies the argument for this: 
If I say: in space and time intuition represents both outer objects as well as 
the self-intuition of the mind as each affects our senses, i.e., as it appears, 
that is not to say that these objects would be a mere illusion. For in the 
appearances the objects, indeed even properties that we attribute to them, 
are always regarded as something really given, only insofar as this property 
depends only on the kind of intuition of the subject in the relation of the 
given object to it then this object as appearance is to be distinguished from 
itself as object in itself. (B69)  
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Thus he says clearly that although we cannot know the thing-in-itself, what we do 
know of them is as truthful as it gets. The objects of our experiences are wholly real 
in that they are given from without, immediately to our sense. They are not 
figments of our imagination. This is the truth of the matter when Kant says that our 
world operates empirically – we are in contact with the world through the sensible 
intuition. Still, care must be taken to not confuse this with the restricted sphere that 
comprises the usually understood sense of empiricism; the appearances of our 
world are objects for us only subject to the formal conditions of cognition, and an 
object's appearance must not be confused with the thing-in-itself. 
4.3. The Noumenon and the Phenomenon 
Kant's terms for working with transcendent objects are phenomenon and 
noumenon. Kant affirms that there is a distinction between thinking something and 
knowing something:”for thought the categories are not limited in the conditions of 
our sensible intuition, but have an unlimited field. It is only the knowledge of that 
which we think, the determining of the object, that requires intuition.”(B167). Thus 
he affirms that while we may not actually know transcendental objects (as has been 
pointed out numerous times), we can think them, as this does not require the aid of 
our intuition (B310). As such, our intuition is not required for this endeavor. 
To begin, phenomena are objects of our sensible intuition and are practically 
equivalent with appearances. The only added facet is that phenomena are 
appearances “so far as they are thought as objects according to the unity of the 
categories” (A248). In other words, phenomena are appearances
29
 after being 
subsumed by the categories (Gardner, 201). In practice, the two are almost fully 
                                              
29
  Remember that appearance is defined as the undetermined object of empirical intuition (B34). 
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interchangeable. Secondly, the noumenon is an object exclusively given to the 
understanding of a subject, that is, ignoring the subject's sensibility entirely 
(Gardner, 202).
  
Kant posits the existence of the noumenon because it is required by 
the division between the empirical (which is, as discussed previously, only the 
appearance of things to us) and the transcendental (the thing-in-itself).  
Kant had observed that, if the condition of sensibility was removed from the use of 
the categories, it would appear that the categories become capable of grasping 
transcendental objects; the things as they are, rather than the things as they appear 
(Gardner, 203): "But if, on the contrary, I leave out all intuition, then there still 
remains the form of thinking, i.e., the way of determining an object for the manifold 
of a possible intuition." (A254). The error arises in that, while intuition without 
thought does not leave any representation to the object, thought without intuition 
leaves the categories. This asymmetry can cause the mistaken belief that the 
categories determine the objects "of a greater sphere of objects" (rather than 
simply thinking them), than sensibility.  
There is a solution, and it lies in Kant's distinction between negative and positive 
noumenon. The negative noumenon describes an indeterminate object, one that is 
not accessible to the sensible intuition, whereas the positive noumenon describes 
an object that is a determinate and non-sensible object, insofar that it can be 
grasped by the intellectual intuition. The negative noumenon is another word for 
the thing in itself. It is unknowable in every way. The positive noumenon is an object 
which can be known, but which requires a certain constitution (namely, one that we 
do not possess) to be known. So explained, the negative and positive noumena are 
details on the transcendental knowledge; the negative delineating that which is 
entirely unknowable, and the positive that which creatures with a constitution 
different than ours' may know (Gardner, 201-208).  
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Kant asserts the existence of the noumena (both the positive and the negative) in 
order that he may support his claim that transcendental knowledge is not 
completely inaccessible; it is to us, as per the definitions laid out earlier, but that is 
in a sense a circular ordering. Transcendental knowledge is transcendental because 
we are unable to grasp it. To another species, with a completely different set of 
intuitions and concepts, the doctrine of transcendental idealism (although it is in 
essence the same) would cover completely different things. Furthermore, Kant uses 
the noumena to support his doctrine in other ways as well. He states that an 
appearance cannot be something in itself i.e., an appearance must originate from 
something that is not the same appearance (A251). If it did not, it would merely be a 
tautological circle, defining appearances as that which appears (Gardner, 202). 
  
61 
 
5. Conclusion 
As detailed in the problem definition (see 1.1.), the declared task of this report was 
to shed light on how Immanuel Kant argues for space and time as pure a priori 
institutions within the context of transcendental idealism. When faced with a task 
like this, especially due to its complicated philosophical nature, it is important to 
consider how and in what order one relays the information. We elected an approach 
from the bottom and up, given the realization that Kant constructed the Critique 
partly on groundbreaking thinking, partly on ideas of contemporary philosophy. As 
such, the provision of a clear understanding of Kant’s technical terms was required 
prior to engaging in an actual exposition of his ideas and thoughts.  
Furthermore, in approaching this task, we chose to start out by providing the reader 
with a short historical overview of prevalent and contemporary ideas within philo-
sophy: we have briefly accounted for the main ideas of the schools of idealism and 
realism and pointed out where these can be related to Kant (see 2.). In extension, 
we identified how Kant's breaking with these schools and the philosophical results 
thereof can be seen as a Copernican revolution within philosophy (see 2.1.). Having 
established a solid historical foundation, we proceeded to identify and explain the 
various theoretical terms invented by Kant for the purpose of the Critique of Pure 
Reason. This includes not only detailing Kant’ argumentation for the possibility of 
pure synthetic a priori, but also an elucidation of his bifurcation of human cognition 
into two separate faculties; sensibility and understanding. 
Kant made this bifurcation as he was unable to adequately synthesize the previously 
attempted reductions of the source of cognitions into only one of the two with his 
own theories. He thus constructs a position in which human perception is both 
dependent on the passive receptivity, sensibility, and the active application of 
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meaning to an object, understanding (see 3.1.). This results in Kant being able to 
delve further into the human perception of objects, which in turn allows him to 
construct a range of arguments (see 3.3.2. and 3.3.3.) for space and time as the 
transcendental conditions of human cognition.  
Based on this reasoning, Kant developed his doctrine of transcendental idealism 
which posited several far reaching epistemological consequences. Chief among 
them, that we can never ascertain knowledge of the absolute reality, but that we 
conversely can (generally) guarantee the empirically reality of our experiences. In 
this sense, our experience of the world is transcendentally ideal, determined by our 
subjective powers of cognition, a discovery which arrests the sound possibility of 
most imaginable metaphysical judgments and fundamentally reframes the spectrum 
wherein our epistemological considerations are valid. In this sense, it is hard to 
suggest work to be undertaken in an effort to put Kant’s work into further perspec-
tive, not due to a lack of options, but rather because Kant’s work within trans-
cendental philosophy is relevant to everything with epistemological connotations. 
Similar to the Copernican revolution, to which Kant compares his work, Kant's dis-
coveries paved the way for a landslide of new thoughts. The Critique was a new 
milestone reached – one might today speak of pre- and post-Kantian philosophy, so 
great was his impact. In this respect the CPR has been an astounding success. 
Certainly, it has been criticized from several sides to the effect that the soundness of 
transcendental idealism is discussable (see 3.4.), but like Copernicus who wrongly 
claimed that the orbits of the planets were circular, and not elliptical as has later 
been proven, Kant’s significance lies primarily in the paradigm shift in philosophical 
thinking catalyzed by the Critique. As such, it is obvious why students across the 
world still study the Critique of Pure Reason vigorously today.  
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6.1.2. Miscellaneous 
Burnham’s glossary is available at: kortlink.dk/6n7p  
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6.2. Word List of Kant’s Terminology 
Appearance – 24 
Category – 37 
Concept – 22 
Empirical realism – 53 
Form – 25 
Intellectual intuition – 23 
Intuition – 21-22 
Manifold - 25 
Matter – 24 
Noumenon –58-60 
Phenomenon – 58 
Pure a priori intuition – 7 
Representation – 21 
Sensation – 24 
Sensible Intuition – 23 
Sensibility – 21 
Thing-in-itself – 50 
Transcendental – 5 
Transcendental idealism – 13-14 
Transcendental realism – 52-54 
Understanding – 21 
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6.3. Additional Requirements 
6.3.1. Dimension Anchoring 
Science & Philosophy 
Our report deals with The Critique of Pure Reason, arguably one of the most 
important publications of modern philosophy, notorious for its limited accessibility 
and complicated use of language. Through the course of our project, we have 
conducted several investigations into the nature of the philosophical arguments 
presented in the CPR. Afterwards, we have evaluated them and related them to 
other views within the sphere of philosophy. The results, the contents of this report, 
are evidence of an investigation that is highly philosophical in its nature. 
Subjectivity & Learning 
In breaking with previously prevalent positions of philosophy, Kant assigns a new 
identity to the nature of space and time; they are both subjective and objective. Our 
report deals with how this affects the human subject, through the workings of our 
cognitive faculty. As such, it explains Kant's theories of how human sensibility and 
understanding works and what this entails for the nature of knowledge; how can our 
knowledge be related to objects, and can we have knowledge that is not related to 
objects? These are merely a few of the questions which we believe are highly 
related to the sphere of subjectivity and learning, which are dealt with in our report. 
6.3.2. Danish Summary 
Denne rapport behandler en udvalgt del af Immanuel Kant's Kritik af den rene 
fornuft. Mere specifikt den første del af den transcendentale elementarlære, den 
transcendentale æstetik. I vores redegørelse foretager vi en detaljeret gennemgang 
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af de enkelte teoretiske termer, der I fællesskab danner den transcendentale æste-
tik; vi forklarer og gennemgår Kants synspunkt på rum og tid som en a priori 
anskuelsesform, hvilket også danner fundamentet for Kant's doktrin ’transcendental 
idealisme’. Denne doktrin og dens epistemologiske konsekvenser beskrives dernæst, 
og indsættes undervejs sammen med det foregående i en historisk kontekst.  
6.3.3. Abstract 
This report is an exposition of a select part of Immanuel Kant's Critique of Pure 
Reason, namely the first part of the Transcendental Doctrine of Elements, The 
Transcendental Aesthetic. Our exposition provides the reader with an in-depth 
investigation of the specific deliberations that comprises the Transcendental 
Aesthetic. We explain Kant's view on space and time as pure a priori intuitions, 
which serves as the foundation for his doctrine ‘transcendental idealism’. This 
doctrine, and its epistemological consequences, is then detailed. Finally, we will 
simultaneously provide a historical contextualization of Kant's views in relation to 
relevant preceding philosophical norms. 
6.3.4. The Two Year Progression Frame 
1. Module 2. Module 3. Module 4. Module 
Technique Technique Technique Technique 
Method Method Method Method 
Theory of Science Theory of Science Theory of Science Theory of Science 
Prof. Standards Prof. Standards Prof. Standards Prof. Standards 
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When talking to our fellow students regarding each other’s projects, groups and 
methods of these, we have met many a jealous remark, since in our project; we 
“only” had to account for a philosophical theory, impossible as it is to apply it on e.g. 
a case study. However, this also presented challenges, as the fact that nothing 
empirical was intermixed in our project, meant that we had to account for an 
already established doctrine of philosophy. This is after all only possible to do 
adequately in a finite number of ways, making the fear of unwitting plagiarism, from 
both Kant and our multiple second sources, ever present. As a result we have been 
very cautious with our references. 
We started the process by dividing the parts of the CPR that we were focusing on 
into smaller parts to ease the digestion. Then we read by ourselves and met up in 
the group, changing location between our homes, and discussed what we had read 
collectively to get a better shared understanding of Kant’s ideas. In our writing 
process, we had difficulties with working with several books which all tried to 
communicate the same terms, in a manner which adequately triangulated between 
Kant’s own words, the secondary sources, and our own interpretation of Kant. 
At times, the primary literature itself held the answer, other times it was found in 
the secondary literature as Kant himself skirted over the question at hand. Most of 
the times a combination were used to give as broad and comprehensible an idea of 
Kant’s theories. But when dealing with as complicated a text as CPR and the many 
complex and abstract terms that it uses, we have often chosen to use long parts of 
the text itself as mainly evident in the discussion of his arguments for space as a 
pure a priori intuition. This was done so that the possible linguistic impurities from 
our adaption of Kant would not get in the way of our task of clarifying his ideas.  
Hans is Evil. 
